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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Mr. William B. Canfield, ffl, Esq
Williams and Jensen, PLLC
115521" St., NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20036

DEC -1

RE: MUR 5415
Pat Toomey for Senate Committee

and Jeffrey M. Zimskind, in his
official capacity as treasurer

Pat Toomey

Dear Mr. Canficld:

On March 1,2004, the Federal Election Commission ("Commission") notified Pat
Toomey for Senate Committee and Jeffrey Zimskind, in his official capacity as treasurer ("the
Committee"), and the Honorable Pat Toomey, of a complaint alleging violations of certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, relating to advertisements
financed by the Club for Growth, Inc.

Subsequently, on April 19,2005, the Committee was notified that the Federal Election
Commission found reason to believe that it violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441a(f), 441b(a), and 434.
Following an investigation, and after considering the circumstances of the matter, the
Commission determined on November 12,2008, to take no further action as to the Committee
and found no reason to believe that Pat Toomey violated the Act based on the complaint and
closed the file in this matter. The redacted General Counsel's Report, which explains the
Commission's decision, is enclosed for your information.

Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days. See
Statement of Policy Regarding Disclosure of Closed Enforcement and Related Files,
68 Fed. Reg. 70,426 (Dec. 18, 2003).
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If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

O
rvi Dawn M. Odrowski
(NJ Attorney
rsi

•cj Enclosure
O Redacted Genera) Counsel's Report #3

rvi
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1 BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
2
3

4 In the Muter of )
5 )
6 Citizens Club for Growth f/k/a ) MUR5415
•7 Club for Growth, be. )
a Club for Growth, Inc. PAC and PuToomey, )
9 in hit official capacity as treasurer )

O 10 Pat Toomey for Senate Committee and )
(JO 11 Jeffrey M. Zimikind, in hit official capacity )
|~j 12 ai treasurer )
rNI 13
rsi 14
"T 15 GENERALCOUNSEL'SREPORT#3
•* 16
g 17 I. ACTION RECOMMENDED: Take no further action and close the file as to Citizens
f\i

is Gub for Growth, Inc. flk/a Club for Growth, Inc., ("CPO, Inc.1*). Citizens Club for Growth, Inc.

19 PAC f/k/a Club for Growth Inc. and Pat Toomey, in his official capacity as treasurer ("CFG

20 PACT), and Pat Toomey for Senate Committee and Jeffrey M. Zimskind, in his official capacity

21 as treasurer.

22 II. INTRODUCTION

2 3 Based on a complaint filed by Citizens for Arlen Specter, responses to the complaint, and

24 publicly available information, the Commission previously found reason to believe thai Club for

25 Growth, Inc., Club for Growth, Inc. PAC (collectively, "the CPG Respondent*") and Pat Toomey

26 for Senate ("the Committee*1) all violated the Act by coordinating CPG Respondents'

27 expenditures for broadcast advertisements, which referenced Senator Arlen Specter, through a

28 common vendor who simultaneously served as a general and media consultant to the CFG
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1 Respondents and the Committee during the 2004 election cycle.1 See Factual and Legal Analyses

2 forCPG/CPGPAC and the Committee.

3 III. ypnrgmjBAL BACKGROUND

4 The CPO Itapondenta and toe Committee each retpomled to the complaint by denying

5 lhat they had coordinated idvertiiemeiiti. CFG submitted an affidavit from its Executive
«H

Q 6 Director David Keating hi support of its response that specifically addressed one CFG-financed
(N
CM 7 advertisement that was aired before the complaint was filed and denied that the common vendor,
<M

^ a Red Sea, LLC, had any role in its creation or distribution. Respondents' denials were broad but

00 9 largely conchisory and lacked a sufficient factual basis to support them. For example, the
(M

10 responses did not address the work performed by Red Sea and its principal Jon Lemcr for the

11 CFG Respondents and the Committee or the nature and extent of the interactions between Red j
•

12 SeaandtheOPORespoiKiBnuccfiicerai^ Moreover, a

13 December 26,2003 tetter from Lamer to Keating, attached to Keatlng's affidavit, confinned an

14 imdentsndmg that Red Sea tiui Che CTORespor

15 communications ban about the Toomey-Specier primary, which raised questions regarding their
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1 coimminidrions before that date.

2 Consequently, the Commiuion made its ituon to believe findings and approved

3 subpoenas to the CFG Respondents and the Committee. The CFG Respondents then filed u l

4 motion lo raeonaider the RTB findings, and they and the Committee simultaneously filed

fM 5 motions to quash the subpoenas. In connection with these motions and subsequent negotiations
00
° 6 about the scope of the subpoenas, the CPO Respotxienu submttted • second sffidavit from Mr.
(\i
^ 7 Keating, an initial and supplemental affidavit from Jon Lamer, and an affidavit from Jonathan
*3
*s 8 Baron, then co-principal of Red Sea. Keating'* supplemental affidavit addressed all four of the
O
"* 9 CPO Reaimiidento'advertisements that nsferniced Seiialor Specter aiidaiced in 2004. The
rVI r

10 additional affidavits provided further information but they still lacked sufficient factual

11 information to support the broad denials that ndther the Committee nor Red Sea were materially

12 involved in decisions about the advertisements or that Red Sea conveyed to the CFG

13 Respondents information about the Committee's plans, projects, activities, or needs. When we

14 were uiiabte to reach an agreement wMiRB

is Commission denied their nwtions to quash bm narrowed the scope of the subpoenas. i

16 Respondents subsequently filed responses to the Commission's discovery requests. :

i? Itemvestigrfon, discussed below, revest

IB the Qmimitlee coordinated expemtih

19 advcrtiieinenu that referenced Seiiŝ

20 IV. HKfflFliTS Of INVKSTfCATlOW

21 TheinveatitatioiiceiiteiadonwhemerRedSeaiisedorc^

22 Respondents information about the plans, projects, needs or activities of the Toomey campaign.
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1 or information used previously by Red Sea in providing icrvices to the Committee, that was

2 material to the creation, production or distribution of the CFG Respondents' four Specter

3 advertisements. 11 CF.R. § 109.2l(dX4Xni) (2004).2 We also examined whether by virtue of

4 its close relationship to the CFG Respondent* and the Committee, Red Sea may have been

** s materially involved in decisions about the media advertisements at issue by providing advice

£J 6 using information from the Committee that CPG later used in making decisions about those
(N
'N 7 advertisements. Stc 11 CF.R. $ !09.2l(dX2) (2004). During the investigation, we reviewed
•sT
JJ a documents produced in response to the Commission's subpoenas,3 interviewed a number of
<)0
,M 9 witnesses including former CFG employees, Lemer, and the campaign managers of the

i Q Committee, and re-evaluated the previously-submitted affidavits in light of this new information.

11 Based on our interviews and analysis of the information gathered, we obtained an affidavit from

tow to riifeiMiKoccimd prior tote July i^

. Tl I"«l f iij HIM (Tumi fl. 1000) AfioonH^ly,tdMiomloilwCo«wii«k)n*sf«auUtkws

OlBmH ClDfllBllBf IRB ••

avausMa taMnasttaa BMI to asMBflal tacisatls^BVoaiBiiagoraMBJBanBgaoDaavHBlGSilQBo

1 •

vioWsd dia APAaad lUMd ChsvfM sssp 2 BMQfslBt aowswar tfi§ooartdldBoiattJolnBwObnnnaisloiinQni
VBa^H flDDBaVlal DV DQIB DBRlBBi aVM fivHDIV VL f^aVCft 90v •? • SUDDL 2fl £ v

ltad»2006

prtvhNMnMMr.MUR5365. Stelb. 1.
by<»CPO^
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Mark Dion. Rep. Toomey's then-Chief of Stiff and unpaid campaign advisor who became

Committee campaign manager in September 2003 (Attachment 1) and "second supplemental'1

affidavit* from Lamer (Attachment 2) and Keating (Attachment 3).

The investigation fleshed out me facts surrounding die interrelationships and interactions

between and among Red Sea. die Committee, and the CPO Respondents, including examining

communications between Red Sea and CPQ/CPO PAC about the Toomey-Specter primary

before the December 26,2003 letter confirming a comimmications ban about the election.

A.

Jon Lamer, initially in his individual capacity, and later through his company. Red Sea.

has saved as a general and media consultant for the CPQ Respondents since 2000, shortly after

CFG, Inc. was created In his interview. Lemer indicated that CFO was a significant client of

Red Sea's during the 2004 election cycle, although the firm had a total of about 20 clients during

that period. At die time. Red Sea consisted solely of Lerner and his associate Jonathan Baron.4

Lemer was contacted by Rep. Toomey's then-Chief of Staff Mark Dion in January 2003

to discuss the possibility of Red Sea working for Toomey in a possible challenge to Senator

Arien Specter. Lamer Aff, at f2. Lemer and Baron mat with Toomey and Dion that month, and

following additional discussions after Toomey decided to run for the Senate on February 28,

2009, the Committee hired Red Sea as its ajsneral and media consultant on or about April 11,

2003. 74 Dion Aff. at ft. RedSeawMoneoftwoortmwconsuftsnttmterviewcdbythc

4 In addition to general political comuhing and modi* consulting. Red Se« conducted polling under the trade name
Bwwood Research. Lerner AIT. «t fl.
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1 Committee, which faced a dearth of experienced consultant* willing to work for a challenger to a

2 long-time incumbent. See Dion Aff. at 13.

3 At the time the Committee hired Red Sea, Red Sea's interaction! with the CFG

4 Respondents about the 2004 U.S. Senate primary in Pennsylvania had been limited to general

i^ s discussions speculating about a possible Toomey challenge to Specter. LernerAff.at^6. Red
<so
O 6 Sea had conducted no polling lor the CPO Respondents in Pennsylvania, had no discussions with
r\i
™ i the CPG Respondents concerning possible media or polling plans relating to the primary, and had
T
*T 8 not been involved in any discussions taking place between CPG and Toomey about the CFG
O
40 9 Respondents1 possible support of Toomey. Id. in fact, although at least one news repoit

10 indicated that Toomey consulted with CPO aa he considered running tor Senate.9 CFG PAC did

11 not send its first communication to CFG members urging support of Toomey until May 29,2003,

12 seven weeks after the Committee retained Loner.*

13 In tight of Red Sea's role u a general and medUconsiUtttu to the C^

14 the Committee. Red Sea observed practices that were akin to "firewalls" to avoid impermissibly

15 using or sharing information obtained from one cliem in service of the other. In so doing, Lerner

16 specifically agreed with the Committee as part of Red Sea's employment negotiations M

17 Sea would observe a totalled Tirewsir in iu work for theiit Red Sea also abided by a pze-

^

*
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General Ooumd's Report #3

1 existing "fwewalP arrangement it had with the CFG Respondents thai kicked in whenever Red

2 Sea was retained by a candidate.

3 With respect to the Committee, the Committee learned during its employment

4 negotiations with Red Sea that Red Sea was currently working at a consultant with the CFG

UD 5 Respondents. Lerner Aff. at f3; Dion Aff. at f4. Lemer advised the Committee that if hired, Red
<#
O c Sea would not be involved in any way with any CFG or CFG PAC activities connected to the
<NI^ 7 Toomey-Specter election, including any communications in Pennsylvania that referenced
'ST
*7 B Toomey or Specter. Lerner Aff at 13. Red Sea's proposed course of action was in accord with
O
* 9 its established "firewall" practice with the CFG Respondents, as specifically described below. In

10 addition to Red Sea's exclusion from any role in CFG/CFG PAC activities related to the

11 Toomey-Specter election, the Committee and Lerner also agreed that Red Sea would observe a

12 "firewall11 to prevent it from sharing any internal Committee information with the CFG

13 Respondents and vice-versa. See Dion Aff. at H4-5; Lemer Aff. at H 3 and 5. The Committee's

14 insistence on such an arrangement was driven by its desire to prevent distractions that might arise

15 over the appearance of coordination in ligjht of Red Sea's dual relationship with it and CFG and

16 Toomey's desire that the campaign operate above reproach. Dion Aff. at 14. Both Lemer and

17 Dion believe the agreement was observed. Lemer Aff. at 15; Dion Aff at 15.

IB Red Sea's "firewall" arrangement with the Committee complemented a similar,
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1 established ^rcwaiP practice that has been developed between CPOmd its regular vendon.7

2 At pan of thai practice. whenever Red Sea or another CPO/CPOPAC vendor ii retained by or

3 associated with • candidate, the vendor so advises CPO/CPO PAC and is then systematically

4 excluded from my CPO/CPO PAC meetings, discussions, and phone calls in which the

5 candidate, the relevant election involving the candidate, CPO PAC activities in connection with

6 thedectiOT,c*anyccfflmurUcaticmmeationta^ See

7 Keating Aff. at |3: LernerAff. at |4. CPO also instruets the excluded vendor not to

8 communicate with CPQ/CPO PAC personnel about the candidates, the relevant election and the

9 campaign apieiiliy, and rimiM^

10 with the excluded vendor about the affected candidates, the relevant election, communications

11 referencing the candidates, or related topics. 5c* Keating Aff. at f3. Finally, the CFG then hires

12 other -independent" vendon for communications, polling or strategy in any geographic area in

13 whichavendoris'>cmi1ietedc4tfnMaieaiiltofiUaffilla Keating Aff.

14 at 14.

is Lemer and Keating aver that the CPO Respondents' "firewall" practice was followed in

16 the case of Red SeaUaffiHation with the Committee. First, Lerner advised the CPO Respondents

i? that Red Set had been retained, ami thereafter, Lerner and his asaoctafe Jonathan Baron were

uveppflwilydwattiwnasqrcoaMy 1st nivwuT* pncifooiolti vmdonMdMnplQyoMin writing. The

» g*
thptnoMonployedby
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1 excluded from all nibtianiive CPQ/CPO PAC discussions, meetings and phone calls about the

2 Toomey-Specter race, the candidate, the Committee and communication* that referenced the

3 candidate*, including portions of discussions, meetings and phone calla in which those topics

4 were discussed See Keating Aff. at fS; Lamer Aff. at fi. More broadly, the parties ceased sJ I

s communications involving non-public information related to the 2004 Toomey-Specter primary,

6 the candidates and the Committee. LsmerAff. at f5. Next, since Red Sea waa working tor a
(M ^^
<M 7 Pennsylvania candidate, the CFG Respondents Mred Independent" companies to create, produce
(N

^ 8 and distribute the four CFG/CPG PAC adveftisemencs that were broadcast in Philadelphia media

O
oo 9 markets in 2004 and featured Arlen Specter. Warfield ft Company rWarfiekT) created and
(N

10 prixiuced the advertiserrienU arid Thompson QMT^

1 1 placement. Keating Aff. at 16. In further observance of the "firewall" practice. Red Sea

12 conveyed no information about the Committee, including its finances, ads, media plans, and

13 media budget to Warfield or Thompson. LernerAff. atf8.

14 Keating* s and Lerner's sworn statements about the existence of CFG Respondents'

is "firewall*1 practice and its implementation were cofroborated by a former CFG employee and

16 Red Sea's observance of the '*firewair ainnggnents with both of its clients waa generally

17 corroborated by the documents produced.

IB In its role as general political and media consultant to the CFG Respondents, Red Sea

19 produced many of thdr iMn^pectefi/ltoomey advertia

20 attended CFG weekly staff meetings. According to former CFG Membership Director Lynn

21 Bradshaw, the few pennanent staff members who worked at the CK> office* during the 2004

22 election cycle were aware that Red Sea was working for the Toomey Committee. Bndshaw ;
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1 confirmed that Loner was routinely excluded from CFG discuuioni about Toomey. the

2 Toomey-Specter primary, and CFO/QFC PAC-related activities. For the most part, meetings

3 were structured to that discussions occurred when Red Sea or another "conflicted'1 vendor had

4 finished discussing races on which they exchntvdy worked for the CPO Respondents. On

0> 5 occasion, however, Lemerwaiasked to leave when staffers were about to discuss a candidate for
<30

O 6 whom Red Sea woriced* Dotninientsotained appear to reflects

™ 7 infonnotion about the Toontey^pecterprimaty race. Prior to Lemer's retention by the Toomey
<T
^ e Committee in April 2003, Lender was included on three memoranda prepared for CPO by its
O
"° 9 research consultant that contained assessments and recommendations of certain House races that
(N

10 CPO might become involved in. In four similar memo* dated after April 2003 that discuss

11 possible and actual targeted federal races. Loner is not listed at a recipient. Two of these memos

12 included general information on the Toomey-Specter nee.

13 The docuinenupro&iced also corroborate tte

14 reflect no substantive discussions and convey no non-public information concerning the

l s Committee, the Toomey-Specter race, the candidate*, or communications that featured the

16 candidates. Lerner acknowledged that he and u>e CTO Respondents sometimes discu&sed aspects

17 of the nee that were public because he understood PEG coordination regulations to prohibit

l a sharing information pertaining so substantive matters such as advertising, polling, strategy or

19 •future" plans but not matters in the public domain. Although the coordination regulations in

30 effect at the time do not distinguish between '•public" or "non-public" information, none of the

to which die pncMBWMM kept track

10
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1 informalion exchanged appears to convey information about the Committee's plans, projects,

2 needs or activities that was material to the creation, production or distribution oft he CFO

3 Respondents advertisements.

4 Moftcf the Q\xumenu produced ̂ reflected

s and Red Sea c« the one hand and the CTORespondente on trie other ha^

pj 6 email exchanges containing or linking to newspaper or other written articles about the Toomey-
<M
<N 7 Specter race. The articles ranged from accounts about each candidate's fundraising based on
CM

8 FEC disclosure report to eiutonemen^

<jo 9 Most such emailsweresent in 2003, months before CTO began airing to advertisements in
e\l

10 February 2004. In two instances in August and September 2003. Lerneremai led Keating and

11 Moore links to websites discussing a TocirieyadvertisenmtaralanMP3fileof asecond

12 Toomey advertisement These two emails an dated the day of. or days after, the advertisements

13 ware aired. Copies of Committee press releases about the ads on the days they began airing were

14 also posted on the Committee's website.9

15 The documents obtained show only about five email exchrages between the O^^

16 and the CFG Respondents in 2004. after the Stan of 120-day coordinated cornmunications

17 window. One exchange between Lerner and the CTO Respofidents suggests there had been little

Only ens scttes of Sflisll MCBSBHS on DHcaAar 2« 2009 oonodvabiy cpuM bo contnwd si tht Committee
JL|| 10° î(dXI))> la

wraapB It csn as ussa IP BMBVSIS Oab donois.'
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1 communication between them about the campaign for sometime. In an email written the night

2 before the primary election. Lemer reflected on the up-hill battle that Toomey fought, thanked

3 CPO for its involvement in the fine of Specter's financial advantage, and offered to share

4 "interesting angles'* with the CPO "in the days ahead." m responding to Lemer's email the next

s day, CPO President Stephen Moore thanked Lemer for the note and asked his opinion of the four

6 CPG/CPO PAC Specter advertisements aired in 2004.10 Lemer's offer to speak with CFG after

7 the election and Moore's question seeldng Lemer's c întocis on the sds, suggest they had not

B previously discussed the ads or the campaign in-depth.11 In short, the investigation did not reveal

9 evidence tmU the Respondem^cooniinatedcoinmim^

10 B.
11
12
13 In addition to examining whether Red Sea directly coordinated with the CFG

14 Respondents with respect to the Specter adveftisenwnto.b4ued on documents produced, the

is investigation also examined whether a subcc«u^rtor used by Red Sea and two other vendori who

16 worked for the Respondents served M pebble cctiduiut either di«ctiy or through Red Sea, of

n Committee information that may have been material to the CPO Respondents'ads.

11 Aaoftsnypaof

12
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1 Red Sea subcontracted with another vendor, Jamestown Associates, to place the

2 Committee'! media buys. Lerncr Aff. all?. In accordance with Red Sea's practice in choosing

3 media placement firms, Lerncr asked and wat assured by a Jamestown principal that the firm was

4 doing no other work in Pennsylvania. Id. Jamestown's role was to gather cost information about

5 media markets that Lerner used in recommending where and when the Committee should air its

O 6 ads and to execute the decisions ultimately made by Toomey and Dion. Although CFG's IRS
(N

™ 7 reports indicate it had used Jamestown Associates in prior years, as noted earlier, Thompson
(N

,-j S Communications hafidtod rMdia placenient fa Keating Aff. at
O
& 9 16. Red Sea had no information about CFG'i advertisements, or its media placement, strategy or
<M

I o budgets in making recommendations about the Committee's advertising and conveyed no

II information about the Committee's ads, its media placement, strategy or budget, its opposition

12 research or its overall finances to the CFG Respondents or its vendors, including Thompson

13 Communications. Lerner Aff . at 18.

14 Finally, documents produced also indicated that two other vendors worked for both the

15 CPO Respondents and the Committee during the 2004 election cycle: Rainmaker*, a fundraising

16 firm and Shirley and Banister, a public affairs firm. No evidence was obtained indicating that

17 either of these firms, directly or indirectly, conveyed rnaterial information about the Toomey

IB Committee to the CFG Respondents.

i 9 With respect to Rainmakers, the investigation focused on whether the firm conveyed

20 information about the Committee's specific financial needs that may have been material to the

21 timing or placement of the CFG Respondents' advertisements. However, Rainmakers worked

22 for the Committee for only a short period in 2003 to organize fundraising events outside

13
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1 Pennsylvania, and it was not privy to information about the Committee1! overall finances or its

2 budgets." Dion Aff, at 18. For his part, Lerner occasionally saw Rainmakers* principal. Steve

3 Goodrick. at CFG's weekly staff meetings but had little interaction with him since Red Sea's

4 consulting work was unrelated to work performed by Rainmakers." Lerner averred that Red Sea

pj 5 had no communication with Rainmakers or Goodrick about the Committee or the Toomey-
o>
O 6 Specter primary election. LemerAff. atJ9.
r\i
™ 7 Shirley & Banister ("SAB**), a public relations firm, also worked for both theCPG
"Sf
•q- 8 Respondents and the Committee during the 2004 election cycle, and one of its representatives
O
<# 9 occasionally attended CFG staff meetings. Again however, the Committee hired the firm on a
(N

10 one-month trial basis in 2003 to book earned media appearances for Toomey after which it

11 declined to continue using the firm. See Dion Aff. at f7. During the short time that S & B

12 worked for the Committee, Dion averred that the firm was not privy to internal information about

13 the Committee's media strategy or media budget, essentially ruling it out as a conduit of

14 Committee information material to the CFG Respondents' advertisements. Id Similarly, Lerner

15 was unaware of any workS &B did for the Committee. He specifically averred that Red Sea

16 had no communication with anyone associated with S & B about the Committee or the Toomey-

1? Specter primary election. Lerner Aff. at f 10.

IB

12 TteCoonitlttUnpomratatwopwi^ DtatoUwi* his interview dut
Rahman wotted fcf tftt CbumiMM for only ibOBt ibi wisln in 2009 ndn^lM had bMRonhappy with tfieir

H ^P^VsT a^v*^WB svS^^PHvS^b

2009 ooBiMro IwHniHs^ flvtiBli n
OB ft HaUflnN fl* 0DQ9 VwMflVailMilBl WttNai avsT

14
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1 C.

2 In summary, despite Red Sea'tsigrifc^

3 the CFO Respondents*^ the Toomey Com^

4 investigation uncovered no evidence thti the CPO Rcspondems and the Committee coordinated

^ 5 CFG/CPO PAC's advertisements. through Red Set, directly or through other vendors. See

06 11 C.F.R. U !09.21(dX2) md 109.21(dX4) (2004). Aooonttngly. we recommend thai the
CM

™ 7 Cornmiaskin take no further action with respect to Gtizens Club for Growth, Inc. f/k/a Club for

^ 8 Growth, Inc.. Citizens Club for Growth, Inc. PAC 0k/e Club for Growth Inc. PAC and Pat
O
oo 9 Toomey, in his official capacity as treaswer(MCn<}PACrX and Pat Toomey for Senate
rsi

10 O)mmiuae and Jeffrey M.Zimskind. in his offldalc^

11 allegaticfls that u^cc<)rdinatedadveniaemenu aired m We also recommend that the

12 Qxnraissicfl find no reason to bdieve that Pat Tooniey violated tn^ Mr. Toomey was

13 designated as A respondent in his personal capacity at the commencement of this MUR because

u r» was named in the complaint The CommiMionhM never rnade any findings as to him and the

is investigation uncovered no evidence that he coordinated the advertisements at issue. Finally, we

16 reconurtemi mat the (Emission close

i? V.

is I. Take no further action M to Otizewaub for Growth, Inc. f^
19 bc.;adi6iisaiibflorGhxiwthtInc.PACf9fk^
20 To^miayJnhUofnclalGaiNK^tyMliMais^^
21

22 2. Find no reason to believe that Pat Tooineyvidatsd the Act based c« the complaint
23 filed in this

24 3. Close the file.

25 4. Approve the appropriate letters.
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3. Close the file.

4. Approve the appropriate letters.

Thomasenia P. Duncan
General Counsel

BY:
Date Kathleen M.Ouith

Acting Associate General Counsel

Si
Aiiistam Genera] Counsel

r

Dawn M. Odrowski
Attorney

16


